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SUBMllTAL OF THE EVALUATION OF INDIVIDUAL HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE SITES FOR THE 
INDUSTRIAL AREA OPERABLE UNITS (8, 9, 10, 12, 13, 14) - WSE-009-94 

EG&G Rocky Flats, Inc. is submitting the formal first draft of the industrial Area Operable 
Units (IA OU) Individual Hazardous Substance Sites (IHSS) Evaluation for OUs 8, 9, 10, 
12, 13, and 14. The IA OU IHSS Evaluation provides the basis for the ongoing Strategic 
Planning effort for the IA and is utilized for the identification of IHSSs that should be linked 
to Decontamination and Decommissioning (D&D)/Transition, thus deferring environmental 
restoration activities currently scoped for the IA OUs. 

The IA OU IHSS evaluation consists of two items, a detailed spreadsheet listing all the IHSSs 
within the IA OUs and a detailed narrative describing the spreadsheet. The spreadsheet and 
narrative were utilized to identify the physical aspects for each IHSS in a decision process 
to determine whether or not environmental characterization work should 5e linked to 
D&DTTransition schedules. The original IA OU IHSS evaluation was sent informally to 
Department of Energy, Rocky Flats Office (DOE, RFO), the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) and the Colorado Department of Health (CDH) for review and comment in 
May, 1993. A meeting with EPA, CDH, and DOE, RFO was held on September 29, 1993 to 

/discuss the regulatory agencies' comments on the IHSS Evaluation. The enclosures have 
been developed with consideration of both DOE, RFO and the agency comments. 

LASS1 FlCATlON Two additional enclosures have been provided in conjunction with the IA OU IHSS 
Evaluation. These enclosures are to be used as backup documentation for each of the IHSSs 
listed in the spreadsheet. These enclosures include a narrative entitled "Process for 
Determining the Remediation Category of IHSSs" and a "Prelirrinary IHSS Evaluation 
Matrix." An example of a filled out IHSS Evaluation Matrix has also been provided. 

All of the enclosures are in a preliminary draft format and EG&G Rocky Flats requests 
DOE, RFO's input and concurrence on the application of this process and approach prior to 

spreadsheet has been modified to included several new columns that are described in the 
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narrative and are not yet filled out completely. This additional information will be added 
following the completion of the detailed IHSS Evaluation Matrix and summary chart 
following DOE. RFO concurrence to this approach. 

If you have any questions or require additional information regarding this matter, please 
contact B. D. Peterman at extension 8659 of Remediation Project Management. 

ERM/Remediati d n Project Management 

W. S. Busby 
Director 

EG&G Rocky Flats, Inc. 

Orig. and 1 cc - R. J. Schassburger 

Attachments: 
As Stated 
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INDUSTIlIAl,  ARFA OU l N ~ I ’ E G l b I T 1 0 N  
IHSS EVALUATION 

OUs 8, 9, 10, 12, 13, 14 

Purposc 

The purpose of this effort is to evaluate the Industrial Area OperaSle Unirs (I4 OUs) m determine 
a basis for scheduling of intrusive :‘,eldwork activities (consistent wit:‘ the Phase I RFI/RI Work 
Plans) following implementation of the non-intrusive fieldwork in FY93 and FY94. In t b  most 
recent Five-Year Plan, intrusive fieldwork in all the LA OUs was categorically linked tr) completion 
of Transition/Decontamination & Decommissioning (T/D&D) efforts. The result of this 
assumption was that a majority of the intrusive work was pushed into the outyears by 5 to 22 
years. There are Individual Hazardous Substance Sites (IHSSs) that need to be defeirrd to 
completion of D&D, especially large IHSSs adjacent to buildings, but there are several IHSSs that 
should not be linked to D&D efforts. Based on historical knowledge, these IHSSs will most 
likely require minimal intrusive work and may be closed in an accelerared manner. The  main 
purpose of this effort is to identic these select IHSSs and move the corresponding work into the 
FY94 time frame. 

Also, funding levels in FY93 were inadequate to maintain compliance with the LAG milestones, 
and this IHSS evaluation effort will provide the scope and schedule to support upcoming 
extension requests to the agencies- for the IA OU-s. Several factors that are considered for the 
IHSS evaluation and subsequent scheduling and implementation of intrusive work for the IA OUs 
are: 

0 Transition and D&D interaction 

0 Physical access restrictions e.g. utilities, building Iocation/cIearances 

0 Proposed intrusive activities 

0 Location and access 

0 OU Work Plan compliance 

0 Current and outyear funding levels 

The information collected has been compared to a set of selection criteria used to provide the 
basis for estimating what work Can be performed following the non-intrusive fieldwork and what 
work should be deferred. The work scope of each IA OU IHSS is limited to the initial stages of 
intrusivc Geld work efforts used for the currefir Five-Year Plan. The individual Phase I RFURI 
Work Plans also detail some intrusive work, but most of the intrusive efforts will be determined 
by the -esulrs of the FY93 and FY94 non-intrusive fieldwork. 
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Each IA OU has been ev.duared on an IHSSs by IHSSs basis. T h i s  cfforc is designed co rneec 
three goals and is based on as much factual information as possible. These goals are: 

1. Demonstrate to EPA and C D H  that investigation of the IA OUs is dependent on 
D&D and transition efforts. 

2. Provide definitive guidance for outyear planning efforts thereby reducin, last 
minute planning decisio.~~. 

3. Provide a basis for extension requests for IA OU LAG milestones. 

Process 

Preliminary IHSS Evaluation Matrix 

The  first step is to determine the IHSSs’ general remediation c~*-sory:  No Further Action 
(NFA), Potential Early Action (PEA), or Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) or 
TIDBrD. These paths are determined through 16 criteria: 

1. Exposure potential 
2. Current environmental quality 
3. Representativeness of  data 
4 .  Potential for contaminant migration 
5. Environmental impact 
6. Waste generation 
7. Ease o f  waste disposal 
8. Implementability 

9. Flexibility 
10. Technology 
1 1. Design/implemencation schedule 
12. Worker safety 
13. Work force 
14. Achievcs final resolution 
15. Public and agency acceptability 
16. Other 

Each IHSS is ,valuated against each o f  the 16 factors and given a score from 1 through 5 for each 
factor (see attached description “Process for Determining the Remediation Category o f  IHSSs”). 
The first four factors determine i f  there is a risk and if so, what is its extent? Factors 5-15 pertain 
to the efficacy of each IHSS through the implementation o f  a remedial action, even though the 
remedial action has not been determined. The  last factor is a miscellaneous category which 
permits influence from other factors not necessarily pertinent to all IHSSs. A total score is then 
calculated for each IHSS. Three groups will emerge from the total sco e calculation: very high 
scores (NFA), medium scores (PEA), and very low scores (RI/FS or T/D&D).  Examples o f  this 
process can be seen on the attached Preliminary IHSS Evaluation Matrix. 

IHSS Selection Criteria Spreadsheet 

T h e  second question to be answered is which IHSSs should be linked to TID&D and which 
IHSSs could be remediated through the R.I/FS process immediately following the non-intrusive 
effort. The results o f  this effort are presented on the attached spreadsheet. 

The spreadsheet provides a basis for meeting selection criteria by evaluating each IHSSs and then 
making a decision to move intrusive work into FY94-FY95 or to have the work linked to T/D&D 
efforts. The IHSS data presented is based on information from the Phase I RFI/RI Work Plans, 
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historical rccords, site 
the best information 

r- 

phoros, ficld inspections, and professional judgrncnc. I he idca is to provide 
regarding the physical layout, location, access restrictions, paving, urilicy 

locations, and security requirements involved with each IHSS. 
RPM‘s ongoing effort to dare. 

T h e  information is a result o f  

Nonc o f  the selection criteria are used separately to eliminate any IHSS from the early 
investigative process. Each IHSS is considered equally for its merits within a particular IE5S 
selection criteria. Also note that conditions o f  the IHSS can change and that the Qurpose o f  the 
IHSS selection is to balance the investigative process that must be performed on all the IHSSs with 
the available funding. Additionally, determinations made from this process will need to be 
revisited on a regular basis to maintain consistency with the preliminary data collection, changes in 
the TID&D schedules, funding priorities, and regulatory agency and DOE concurrence with the 
methqdology. 

Industrial Area IHSS Selection Criteria 

The  proper OU number for each o f  the 1A OU IHSSs. 

IHSS # 

The  reference number o f  the IHSS as per the respective OU’s Work Plans. 

Dimension 

T h e  approximate dimensions o f  each IA OU IHSS are listed in the attached spreadsheet. T h e  
dimensions are given and used for the basis o f  selecting IHSSs on size alone. The overall 
assumption that applies to this selection criteria is that smaller IHSSs inherently require less 
intrusive field wcrk and are more likely to be accurarely characterized earlier in the investigative 
process. Also, there is a higher probability that smaller IHSSs will meet closure criteria from 
implementation o f  the first stage o f  intrusive fieldwork. Thus,  further requirements for 
investigation or remediation may be met and the IHSS closed. Size selection criteria only relates 
to the layout and relative size o f  the IHSS. No consideration is given to the type o f  contaminants, 
location o f  utilities, ecc. Large IHSSs will not meet the size selection criteria, thereby reducing the 
relative weight for selecting the IHSS for early characterization. However, there still are instances 
where larger IHSSs have been selected for early investigation (IHSS 170 - P.U.&D. Yard in OU 
10). The rationale for selecrion of large IHSSs would be explained on a case-by-case basis. 

T h e  IHSS dimension must be less that 100 ft. by 100 ft. (10,000 sq. fc.). For example an IHSS 
measuring 150 fi. by 20 ft. (3,000 sq. ft.) would meet the size selection criteria because the area is 
less than the allowable area. 

I f  the IHSS meets the above selection criteria, the IHSS could be chosen for implementation o f  
accelerated remediation. Even if the IHSS does not meet the selection criteria for size, ocher 
factors (utility location, proximity to buildings, ecc.) are considered thar may allow the IHSS to 
be selected. 
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Note: IHSS dinlensions listed in [he spreadsheet are approximare. T h e  majority o f  rhe IHSSs 
vary i n  shape and are not actually rectangular areas. The  dimensions in  the spreadsheet are 
listed as rectangular dinlensions to provide total coverage o f  the IHSS and to simplify the 
IHSS selection process. 

Buildinp #s 

When applicable, the Building #s that are adjacent to the IHSSs are given. 

Building % 

This number represents the estimated percentage o f  how much o f  the IHSS area is covered by the 
previoys column’s buildin&). 

Accessibility 

These criteria are mainly related to selecting an IHSS based on future TIDBrD efforts. These 
criteria were used to provide a basis for overall selection o f  the IHSS: 

Surface Coverage - the type o f  IHSS surface material related to paving type i.e. 
asphalt, concrete, natural or artificial fill materials, determined from aerial photos 
and field inspections. 

Utility Locations - concerned mainly with overhead types o f  utilities. 
Underground utilities are likely to be a problem anywhere in the industrial area. 
Specific utility maps are being evaluated but were not part o f  this initial selection 
criteria. 

Stored Material - consists o f  materials stored on IHSSs which can include 
equipment, hazardous and non-hazardous waste material, stocked materials, ecc. 
Usually items stored on IHSSs can be moved or worked around. 

All of the access criteria were evaluated on an  IHSS by IHSS basis from historical dxa ,  work plan 
information, and onsite field inspections. For this effort RPM performed field inspections on 
each IA OU IHSS. The  main goal o f  the access criteria is to evaluate relative ease for performance 
o f  intrusive fieldwork For example if any IHSS is paved with concrete and utilities are identified 
in the IHSS, then selection o f  the IHSS for early intrusive field work may nor be possible, and 
investigation o f  the IHSS would be deferred until completion o f  TID&D activities. 

IHSS Obstructed bv a “PermanentK Structure? 

If the IHSS is obstructed by a “permanent” Structure (parking lot, pad, valie vault, pipeline, etc.) 
potential for early intrusive fieldwork within the IHSS is greatly decreased. I f  there is litrle 
potential for contaminant migration then the IHSS will likely be investigated following T/D&D 
ac tivi ties 
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I’otential for Rccorirariiiriarion DurinC - DS: D? 

I f  the IHSS will likely be recontaminated during upcoming T/D&D activities, potential for 
accelerated cleanup of the IHSS is greatly decreased. However, if  the contaminant migration 
potential while waiting for D&D activities outweighs the cost of “rc-cleaning” the IHSS, the IHSS 
could be removed as an accelerated action. 

Affected by Utilities? 

The  location of many utility lines within the IA are not known. “As-built” drawings of water, 
steam, sewer, electric, gar, phone, security, and various effluent waste lines often do not exist, or 
are incorrect. Both above and below ground utilities could cause a serious threat to human health 
andlor, normal plant operations. These risks must be weighed against the benefits of accelerating 
the cleanup of the IHSS. 

Physical Lo cation Accessible? 

If the location of the IHSS is not conducive to getting the proper removal/treatment equipment 
into position (inadequate clearances between/wirhin buildings), the IHSS cleanup could be 
deferred until after T/D&D takes place. 

Tank removal may consist of removing the tank intact which could prove to be infeasible until 
after TID&D activities commence. For example, if a building wall had to be removed, or a 
doorway widened in order to get the tank out, i t  might be more cost effective to leave the tank in 
place until after T/D&D. 

Anv Added Value for Removine Before D&D? 

The  above considerations will apply to the majoriry of [he IHSSs, however some IHSSs will nor 
conform to the standard selection criceria. For these IHSSs, field experience and professional 
judgment will prove invaluable in determining proper IHSS categorization and remedy selection. 

Security Access 

Due io security restrictions within the IA, difficulties with equipment mobilization, subcontractor 
badoing, and mandatory escorts have been considered. A “0” in this column indicates the IHSS is 
within the PA, while a “ l n  in this column indicates the IHSS is outside the PA boundary. 9 

Meets Select Criteria 

When a n  IHSS has been selected for intrusive field activiries then the column in the spreadsheet 
“Meet Selection Criteria” is marked with a “ Y ” .  T h e  spreadsheec was sorced by OU and on the 
“Meet Selection Criteria” column. This IHSS seiecrion efforr is sLill in the draft stage and 
revisio:is will be made. As more information is collected [he spreadsheers will be updated. 
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Rerriedial Action Cateeorv 

The categorization of the IHSSs has been taken from the December 20, 1993 version of the 
Strategic Plan for reference purposes only. Discrepancies between this and the previous column 
will be revisited as the selection criteria process continues. 
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PROCESS FOR DE-I LRMINING Ti4E REMEGIATICK C A E G O R Y  OF IHSSs 

IN!TRODUCTTO N 
A process h a s  been developed 10 e u i u a ~ e  all IHSSs azainsl the s3me crircria for the purjxse 0;  provijing 
guidance for selecting t h e  appropriare rtmcdiation c i rcgon of each IYSS. ? t r e e  general :cmcdiziion 
utegories have been established: Limited Funher Action: Potent i~l  b r l y  Action: arid RI,FS or 
Transition/Decontamination and Decommissioning. This evaluation rnc1k.j is a first cut screening proms 
only and will nor lead to the selection of the mOSK appropriate remediation alternative for each IHSS. 
After determination of which remcc!iarion catc_eon each IHSS belongs in. the remedy selection proms can 
proceed. 

BACKGROUND 
The Drafr Analysis of the Potenrial for Redirection of the Rocky Rats Environmental Restoration 
Program prepared by rhe Strategic PIanning iniliarive, Revieu, and implementatror! Team (SPIRIT), 
Octuber 1993 drafted an effort to classify IHSS into different remcdiarion actior, ute_cories in n:dcr to 
acce!p,rare action and in doing so reduce risk. eiiminarc sources o i  contamInstion. stop the spreJ3 of 
potential contamination. acceierate records of decision (RODsj, and expedite any further required 
remediation. Four cate_rories were identified: 1)  KO Furrher Action: 2)  Potential Early .4c;ion; 3) 
Traditional RI/FS; and 4) TransitionDetontamination and Decommissioni;..g. The SPIRIT report provides 
a detailed discussion of the categories. The determination for ca t ep i i i ng  each IESS was made by 
SPIRIT members afrer discussion with the EGBG OU managers who have I:nowiec!_ce of data availability 
and current s1atus Of  each IHSS. Preliminan. lists of Ihe lHSS categorizzlior. are provide< in the SPIRIT 
report. Further review a n d  refinement of the concepu that contribute io IESS categorization have 
germinated into the process described in this docurnenr. 

PROCESS 
.d objective. reproducible. defensible. and justifiable method of IHSS u.regori;zricr, ? 72 r ank ing  \vas 
sought in order IO fully acnieve the goais outlined by r h t  S?!!R!T repori. Firs!. b!, ~ q o : i z i n g  each !ESS 
inro remediztion groups. rhe deremination io: further renediation u n  be made more eificienrly. For 
example, by kr!owin_p one 135s wiil q u i r e  addirional czra-gatherin: eff0:rs and another IXSS hPs 
sufficienr data for remedialion alternative selection. !he P i O C S 6  of raking aciion 07 both IESSs is 
srreaniined: different g o u p  o! rcmedialion speciaiiss c2a look ai 2pprOp:izie !;?Sss iainer :han all 
IHSSs. S e a n d .  hiinin a c n  wregor]l.. IHSSs will be nume;iall!. ianKed i O  enable focus on I’riSSs thar wn 
be remediared more quickly t h a n  orhers wirhin t h a t  Same ute_nor,’. The process iviil furrher provide a 
side-by-side presenrauon of al! !HSSs rcgzrdless of the uregon’  I O  al iou cornparison of differen1 crireria. 

Sixteen crireria have beer. 1aen:ifiec 2s bein: iz?o:ranr iz:!ors in rne ci*al\;?.rion 10 c!erc:m:ne the  p31h of  
IHSS remediation actions. 1 fie e\~aiuarion 1acis:s a re  as lollows and desc:ioed i n  ::ester ae:ail below. I 

1) Exposure Po:cntial 
2) Current 

Kn\ironmenral 
Q ua 1 i 1)’ 

3) Represenrariveness of 
Data 

4 )  Potenrial ior 
C o n  ra m I n a;, i 

hligrzt~on 

5) En\ironmen;al lmpacr 
6) Y\:asie Generzrion 
7 )  E a e  of U’aste Disposal 
6 j i rnp I em tp. : 2 bi ! i r? 
9) 3exibility 
10) Technolo2 
1 I) Design: inplcncntatior, 

Sched u ie 
!2 )  \c’orite: Safer!, 



i3) Work  F o r w  
14) Achicvcs Final 

Resoluiion 

The first four  factors pertaifi to the currenr sr31us of  each IESS and a r e  risk-related. Factors  5 through 15 
pertain to t h e  e f f i c z q  of each IHSS thronsn  the implemen!;ilion of a remediat ion act ion.  ever: through the  
remediat ion aLrion has not yet been determined. These are remedialion-rclsted. n i c  13sr factor is a 
miscell3neous catego? which permirs influence from orhcr  factors nor necessaril!f perr inent  to all IHSSs. 

E a c h  IHSS is evaluaied a2ainst each of t h e  16 factors and  given a score f r o m  1 through 5 for each  factor. 
L o w  scores indicate that  t h e  IHSS has poor attributes in that  factor  that will prevent o r  discourage t h e  
accelerated remediat ion acrion to procced. High s a r e s  indicate 1h31 rhe IHSS has beneficial a t t r ibutes  
that  will expedite a remediat ion action. Because the fin! four  factars pcr ta in  to t h e  current  statu: of t h e  
IHSS. they a r e  considered v e y  important  2nd  hpeigh m o r e  heavily in the  de te rmina t ion  of the final score. 
T h e  sum o f  t h e  score given to each of t h e  first four factors is multiplied by the sum of the  scores given to 
each of  t h e  remaining factors. T h e  scores a r e  multiplied in o r d e r  to numerically separaLe t h e  influence of 
t h e  first four f a c t o n  f rom t h e  remaining factors. 

A Tota l  Score  will b e  calculated for each I'rlSS. Three  groups will e m e r s e  from rhe  calculation 01' rhe 
Total Scores: v e ~  high scores: medium scores. 3nc  v e v  l o u s c o r e s .  In genera!. \'e? high scores  wiil 
indicate  Limited Fur ther  Action; medium scores  will indicate Potenrial Early Action: very low scores uGll 
indicate e i ther  cont inuance with normal  R l E S  programs o r  deference until decontaminat ion a n d  
decommissioning of adjacent  buildings. Within each categoq'. t h e  IfiSSs will be  ranked  according to score. 
High scores within each group will indicate favorable condi t ions for expedited act ion;  low scores  will 
indicate  unf ivorable  condi t ions for expedited action. Each of t h e  IHSSs within t h e  threc  general  
categories %i l l  then be examined more  closely to determine [he nexl srep jn the  remediarion process. For 
example, t h e  Limited Fur ther  Action would be di\.ided into SO Curlher Acl ion and Limited F u r t h e r  
Act ion Y e c e j s a y  to become No  Furrhe: .;:tion. bast: on sccTe and process kno:r,led_ce. IESSr [ h a !  score 
in inte. media te  zones beiweer, the cateeo:ies wili be reviewea for dete:mination Oi p r o p e r  Fiacemenr iCi 
remediat ion actions. 

A P r e l i m i n a y  IHSS Evaluation hlfatrh has been drafrec which \viil sercc 2s the mechanism io; scc;in_r 
each of t h e  177 IHSSs. T i e  a s s i y m e n t  of 2 scmz wiil be m3ae  by 2 SP!RiT s u b c o m n i ; i e e  a n a  rhe OU 
m a n a g e n .  A st21ement wiil b e  made  after ezch evaluation 13ctor I C  !usrify the score Siven. in  this 
manner .  if inaccurate assumptions were initial!). rnade or 2n ourside influence 3Iters pre\*io:s assurnpt ior .~ .  
all r a o r , s  ior  t h e  score  a r e  provided and adjustmen!r !o the originzi score could be made. Zinzll!,, 
s u m m a v  m a t r i w  will be compiled to allow lor the scores of all Ii-i'SSs to be compared  side-by-side. sorted 
by lHSS n u m b e r  2nd IHSS score. 

DES CR IPTT 0 h'S 0 F f i:.U U .t TI 0 Y FA ( 7 0  R S 

1. E m o s u r e  Potenrial  

Exposure  Totential is rne non-cuan!ified potcnrial Tor cnprotecred hurr .2n  exposc:e ?osea by 1k.e known 
compounds  in the IilSS. [heir  c o n ~ n t ; a r i o , . ~ ,  2nd ihei; siabilil! (rnobilit!.). 1: is i relaiivc score bzrec on 
crcren t  knowledge a n d  condiIion of ec:h !SSS. For example. IHSS l i2 .  [;-e S33 Pad.  has i relatively high 
exposure Dotential to 2 worker  u.ho crosses [he pad unprorecred: conversel)8. IESS 209. the S u r h c  
Disturban'ce in t h e  s o u i h a s t  buffer zone  hu a relatively low exposure potential to those who rr,3! 

rrespasscd unprotec:ed. I! ma! a t  first seem cont :ad ic :o~ ,  in o r a e r  to be considered for h'F.4. ar. TESS 
must have a low exposure potential. but b). _ c i \ ~ n g  a I O U ,  swre i n  this factor. the overall s t o r e  for t h e  IESS 
would be lowered. reoucing the o?portuniry for i h i s  IESS IO resuli in acce!erzted r e m e d k t i o n  action. iri 2 

S?lR!T IHSS Evalus.rion ? r m  
Januan 11. 1 9 4  



1 = The IXSS currently poses a low expasure potential 
5 = T h e  IHSS currently poses a high exposure potcntial 

2. Currcnr  EnLironmental Q u z j e  

This factor addresses the current  level of environrncr::al o u a l i v  d u e  to t h e  :mpacI of t h e  IHSS. For 
example, t h e  hillside nor th  of t h e  solar  ponds (IHSS lOlj  has  been noticeably impacted by the  releases of 
conraminat ion to t h e  environment  by the solar ponds: t h e  p o o r  environmental  quality d u e  10 t h e  impact  by 
t h e  IHSS would result in accelerated action to remedy t h e  condi t ion a n d  this IaSS would b e  given a 
relatively high score. Conversely, IHSS 215. 3 tank inside Building 771 has had no releases to t h e  
enLironment. has not  adversely impacted environmental  auaiiry, a n d  so would score low. ks ir. t h e  first 
factor, a low score in  this factor would not necessarily Cause t h e  IHSS to have deferred remediat ion action. 
If all o t h e r  factors were  equal, a n  IHSS ;hat has rendered the  envi ronment  to be of poor  quality would be 
remediated sooner than  o n e  that  has  not adversely impacted t h e  environment .  

1 = satisfactory environmental quality 
5 = poor  environmenial  quality 

3. R e ~ r e s e n t a t i v e n e s s  of Data 

Data  exist for all IHSSs. These  data  will b e  e\.aluated for representat iveness  of the  site condi1ior.s. 
Represenraiiveness includes qualjty and quantity o i  existing data. whether  t h e  data have been validated, 
and process knowled_ee leading ioward knowledge of s i te  character izat ion including na ture  and  extent of 
contamination. A low score would indicate defermen: of action until additional data  a r e  gathered and a 
hiEh score  would inaiQre acze lera t im si zn aciior, bec .usc  scificienr d316 ziread:,, exist. 

1 = Need fur ther  data-pzthcring efforts 
5 = Suffjcjent validated data for decision 

1. ? or e n  t ia I fo : Co n : a m i n a n t h.1 i g ra I ion 

Durinp t h e  t ime between the iniria! e\taluariori and thc irr.ple.?en:aIior, 0'' 311 3 C l l O R .  conraninan:  
migration may caue  o n e  or m o r e  of the  othe: u r e g o r i e s  and  factors IO  change.  such 25 exposure potenrial. 
area of concern. environmental quality. and  receptors. .A high score would inaicz!e !hat rhe acrior, should 
be accelerated in order  IO t?  and n i ; iga ie  ihe potcnri2j for  mifrar ion.  .is 2n cs3mpIe. ! S SS  10s (Trench 
T-I) has  a greater  potential for con:aninznr misrarion rhan  IZSS 187 (Acid L e r ! k )  beauuse thesc is 2 

poteniial s o u r e  of contaminat ion in rhe _rroond 2na  woulc  lriereiore br si:-!ec ior acccie:s!cd remea1a:ion. 
O t h e r  iacron. nouever .  may uliimaiely sive i 2 S S  lS7 2 nigher overali s u r e .  

I = LOW porential foi migrarion 
5 = High potenrial ior migration 

This factor  examines [he  sraius of en\5ronmen:il i n t x c t  d u e  to the inp lementar ion  of 3n  aclion (e.!. 
werlands enr roacnment .  zir emissions. worker  exposure) .  This differs from fac!oi two \Vhich addresscj  
currcn: en \ i ronmentz l  conditions as opposed to !he environmcnral  condi l inns t h z r  \kould 3rise i r o n  zome 
action being taken. if lhe environmenl 1nproves because OJ' :he ~ m p i e m e n t a i i o n  oi aa aciion. rncn a nigh 
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sccrc uould be _r:tcn 13 ?ror*ide an accclcraled szhcdule  for implemer.ralion. .A IOU scorc. 0: dcfermcni  o f  
implementat ion.  ~ o u l r t  bc !:kcly i f  the 2c:ion ~ o u i d  adveEci! impact  ine environment .  

1 = S i c ~ i f i c a n t  adverse environmental impact 
3 = Very littlc, I! any. ezLironmental i r n p a u  
5 = Favorable  environmcntal  impact 

6. \Vasre Genera l inn  

me irr ,piemcnra~ion of a n  action may involve i h c  originarion of wasre or invesiiration-derived material 
(IDM). The volume of waste  generated through implementat ion of an action, without rezard io  the  type 
o f  waste, is a factor in  t h e  scorinc of each IHSS. The type of waste  (liquid. solid, TRU mixed. sanitary) is 
independent  of the  volume of waste because t h e  scores a r e  rc!3tive. T h e  senera t ion  of low volumes of 
waste, or bettei yet. n o  waste a t  all, would be cause to acceierare remediation aclions: whereas, the 
peneralion of hizh volumes of waste would b e  a de te r ren t  IO acceleiated remediat ion actions. T h e  s c a i n g  
of this c a r e p r y  would be speculative i n  s o m e  cases because t h e  remediat ion ~ e c h n o l o g y  is not yet known. 
Nonetheless, information that currently exists provides sufficient guidance to de termine  whether  there  will 
b e  a relatively high o r  relatively low volume of waste generated. For example. even though the  extent of 
conraminat ion is nor known for IHSS 121 (Tank beneath Building 441), i t  Can be est imated that rhe 
volume of contaminated soil is less t h a c  that of IHSS : 2 !  :C??\‘+’L’, which has pipelines all over rhe  plant 
included coming rhrough IHSS 127. T n e  ran_ces of waste \,olumes provided below arc a r b i i r a p  and  may b e  
altered o n c e  t h e  evaluation process is extcuted.  

1 = A high volume af wastc or IDM will be generated through implementing an action (> 10 yd’) 
3 = A medium volume of waste or IDM will be senerared throuzh  implementing a n  aciion (6 10 10 ydJ) 
5 = A low volume cf waste  or IDM will  be senera ted  through inplementin_e an action (55 ydl) 

7. i z s e  of Waste DisDosal 

Re_eardless of  rhe volume of w3s12 Zenerzted, r e p l a t o r y  C i s D o ~ !  reau:remer.ts a r e  conside:ation ior 
whether  IO implement  3n accelerzted acrion. !ssu.;j such 2s r g t :  01’ u.zsle I O  he disposed of ana  the 
availability of on-sire inrerin u m c  storage casaur!’ 2fieci rhe e\..aluaiion score. ,A5 \vi th  rhe u’aste 
facto:, suificient informarion may not yet oe known IO a e ~ n i r i \ f e l y  score this factor. !-!oweve:. iniormzrion 
is available r e p r a i n s  ai! I~sss 10 31 leas: estimzre :he r!’pe o f  u z r e  :ha:  could possjbJy D: 13 ihe  J E S S .  
For example, t he  likelihood of IHSS i72 producinc racioscrive \\‘asie 1s extremely low b e u u s e  ol barriers 
10 that  type oi material beins  s tored in  t h a t  are.. 3cre:: lre.  IS a iirsi CUI screening rool. radIo3crwe. 
mixed, o r  TXU mixed cxtegories should not  be cocside:eC. T n i s  assumption should be sratea on  t h e  
evaluation form. :f t h e  assumption pro\’es 10 be incorreci. a [  l 2 2 S i  ine reZsonin_r behind the score is 
known. ~n IHSS which will result in t h e  senera t ion  ol wasre tha i  a n  nei ther  be s tored Oi shipped should 
be deferred over 2~ IESS that procuces waste [ h a t  a n  be shipped 3’ stored.  

1 = Cannot s tore  Oi s h i p  waste senera ted  throusn i x p l e r r . e n r s ~ i o : ~  o f  an ac:ion [e.g TnU :,Iued) 
3 = Can s t o r e  or sh ip  umte geneiated thiough ~ i x p l e n ; e n : a ~ ~ o n  of 2n act ion ( c . ~  srraizht  raaioactive or 

j = KO waste w i i l  b e  zencrated through tne ~nDierr.enra:ion of a n  action 
s t ra ight  haz?rdous) 

S. Implemen!abilitv 

The implementability of a n  action influences the  DrioririwLion of whether  that  action should be d o n e  ar an 
accelerated schedule  o r  not. Issues hindering implem-,n:ziion of an ;iction may be non-neforiablc .  s u c h  2s 

necessitating encroachmenr inro and ber,eain the  n e r i n e i e r  secu:iry zone. or nesoiiable. sucn as ihc use oi 
a port ion of ;he iXSS b;. anoiher  group who w 1 1 ~  bc :ncanvenicnced b;; the impiementar ion oi a n  action. 
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i t  could be felt tkda: all issues are  i n  s o m c  u'ay ncrotiable. clcarly thoush,  s o m e  a r e  dcfiRitel!, morc  
negotizble than oihers. Tnis facior specifically does noi d a l  with t e c n n o l o p  availability (Factor  10). 
Examples include a low8 score lor IHSS 123.1 (\ 'alvc Vault 7 )  because O f  its proximity beneath t h e  P S Z  a 
median score  for IHSS 17: because ncgotiations with the groups using the area could be staged, and a 
high score for  IHSS 188 brause there  a r e  n o  physical impediment ' c  implementing a n  acricn. 

1 = Non-negotiabl: impedimenr; 10 imr lement ing  a n  action 
3 = Negotiable  impediments  to implemenring ar, action 
5 = NO impediments  I O  inp lement ing  a n  action 

9. Rexibilirv 

Regardless cjf which remediation action is p??posed for a n  IHSS, i t  would b e  more favorable to effecting 
and  accelerated action if i t  hac! t h e  ability to be  flexible. Flexibility could include such  issues as field 
changes, last minute  changes. changcs to different sire condi t ions between t h e  t ime of design a n d  t h e  t ime 
of implementation. I t  could also incorporate  regulatory issues, IWCP, H e a l t h  and  Safety Plans, a n d  o ther  
RFP opera t ing  requirements. Even though t h e  remediat ion action will not b e  defined for this evaluation. 
i t  a n  be est imated wherher  the IHSS will be relatively complex or simple to remedia te  a n d  therefore  
w h e t h t r  t h e  action v.41 have a high or low degree of flexibility. 

1 = Inability to al ter  selecred action in response to changes 
5 = Ability to alter selected action in response to changes 

10. T e c h n o l o w  

T e c h n o l o g ,  which is often combined with implementability, is a n  issue affecting whether  there  should  b e  
a n  accelerated schedule  for remediation a c t i m .  Issues per ta ining to rechnolo_qv such as  t h e  need to use 
h i r h  t e c h n o l o w ,  - e.!., soil vapor extraction. ra ther  than low t e c h n o l o g ,  e.&, soil removal. a r e  included in 
[his factor. Experience of thc specialists scoi inz the I:!SS hill provide guidance for this Gi iegOT.  F o r  
example, IRSS 217 Building SS1 Cyanide Bencn S u l e  Tres lment .  L;iit 32) a n  be remed; -  .d~ed based c n  the 
RCRP. closure plan written for the  unit and uou ld  thereiore  recei\*e a hizh score: IHSS l ? l . l  - i1l.S (East 
Trenches)  woi.!ld receive low scores because of the  need for feasibilitv and  treatability studies. 

I = T e c h n o i o c  not  available. t c c h n o l o g  is lon_g-Jead 
5 = T e c h n o l o 5  exists and designs can be "pulled off the  s h e l f  

11. Desirn/ImDlernentaIion Schedule  

T n e  [oral est imated t ime to borii design and implemenr a n  acrion is factored into t h e  overall score. T i e  
schedule  would ir,rludc several issues including complexity of a n  action. equipment  lead time. construction 
and s t a r t u p  time. a n d  acquisition of regulatory permi&. I t  is clear that IHSS 101 would receive 3 lop, 
score beause of difficulties arising f rom aii of these issues. \,hereas a high score \vouid be given [o IZSS 
191 (Hydrogen Peroxide Spill) for which the  remediation act ion took place a t  the  r ime of the release to 
t h e  environment  in 1951. T h e  time limit sugsested below is a r b i t r a n  and may be modified. 

1 = L0r.g schedule  n c c e s s a n  I O  dcsicn and implement  action (>90 calendar  dzysj 
5 = Shor t  schedule necessar?' io design ana irnplemeni aclion ( e 9 0  u l e n d a i  days) 

12. Worker Safetv 

Because of DOE'S dedrcarion to the protecrion of human hezl th  and the environment ,  t h e  anticipated 
safery 01' the workers during implementat ion of the action IS a n  e\aluzt ion iactor. If t h e  inp lementa i ion  
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of a n y  action would expose the uorkcrs lo re:::i\.cl\ unsafe COndiliORS. s u c h  35 thc Q S C  01 !USS 1 !: 1983 
Pad). i t  would rcceive a low score. I.c.. no neea to cx.)eal~c thc rcmediation 3ction. I f  rhc lnipitmcn\ailOn 
HIII noi expose tne workers I O  unsafe condiiions. as i n  IHSS :56.2 (Soil D u m p  M e a ) ,  i t  uou~il  receive ;1 

h i g h  score toward accelerated remediation. 

1 = The action will expose thc workers I O  potentially unsafe condirions 
5 = The action wil l  not cxpose the workers to potenlially unsafe conditions 

13. Work F o r a  

It would be favorable to the RFP if the action could be implemented by RFP personnel rather than 
requiring the procurement o f  subcontracted senices. Therefore, i f  i t  is speculated that the RFP work 
forcc. which is more quickly available but  limited in  technical specialist. can  implement the action. [her, A 
high score will be given. Many of  the IHSSs thar are inside building RCRA storage unils can probzbh be 
remediated throuzh using existins RFF' workers and be _civen high scores. Cocversely, 1HSSs requiring 
large-scale environmental sampling a n d  monitoring programs may require the procuremenr of an NITS 
subcontractor to execute a remediation action. therefore receiving a low score. 

1 = Action requires separate procurement or  MTS subcontractor 
5 = Action can be performed by RFP work force 

14. Achieves Final Resolution 

Whether or not an action achieves final resolution will factor into the overall score. It should be 
estimated if the action will be comparibie with future remediation activities and if i t  will attzin the risk 
values necessary. Because the action will not be known for this preliminary screening process, this factor 
will be difficult IO evaluate. For the most part. IHSSs will be given a median score; however. if i t  is known 
that the final resolution will push the IHSS score toward accelerated or deferred action. an appropriate 
h i e h  or low score will b: given. For example. 3 remediation action fcr 2 particular l 3 S S  may achieve [he 
desired result for that IESS but future zctions from surrounding areas may be counrerel'fective for th:: 
IHSS. IHSS 140 (Hazardous Disposal &eaj may be easily remcdiated. b u t  because i r  l i ts wi th in  the 
boundaries o f  IHSS 155 (903 Lip Area), the actions to impro\,e 1HSS 155. may be coun~ereffecrive I O  

remediating IHSS 140. 

1 = May make final remediation more difficult. expensive. etc. 
3 = May or may not achieve final resolution oi the remedietion of the I ESS  
5 = Will acnieve final resolution o f  remediation for the !HSS 

15. Public a n d  .4,oenc AmD1abi l j l ~  

An evaluation of the likelihood of public and azency acceptability must be considered i n  determining rhe 
scheduled remedialion action of each IHSS. I (  may OC thar the public or the z g e n ~ e s  m:y not find the 
remediation action acccptable. For a given IHSS. the acceptability by the public ana agencies could either 
push  the iXSS roward accelerated rcmediat~on or toward deferred. 

1 = Low likelihood of  public a n d  agenq acceprability 
5 = i i i g h  likelihood of public and agency amptability 

16. Other Factors 

This final facror incorporates ;he judgement by cxperienccd professionals on knowledge ol e3ch IHSS. 
knowledge of possible technologies. knowledse o f  potential risk Oi contaminants, evaluation of' COSI-  
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effectiveness (cconomies oi scale. opportuntiies I O  save lime 2 n d  money. belter-chcaper-iasie:. do  more 
wit!-, less), etc,  that would inpact  the overal: smrc.  n i s  I8cto: IS the ICSI ob!ectivc o f  the preceding 
criieria. Although this factor may scrm subjc.ctive ana thcrefore counicr to the objecriveness of this 
proposed method, some degree of professional judzemen! should be included. T h e  numerical contribution 
this factor has in the overall score will not provide the final decision for the remediation action, but allows 
for the contribution of a criterion not included above or not pertinent to 311 1HSSs. 

1 = enenuaring circumstances that warrant postponcd action 
5 = no changes in the priority after application o f  prolessi~,nai judccrncnt 
5 = extenuating circumsiances that warrant expedited action 

NEXT STEPS 
T h e  next steps in the IHSS screenine process is 10 refine the evaiuaiion factors based on comnents  from 
other SPIRI?' members and review ;dm other influential contributors. The method may also be refined, 
based o n  review of the scoring mechanism, before finalization. After approval is granted for the 
implementation of this method. the IHSSs will be evaluated by OU nanagers.  SPIRIT members, and other 
interested parties. The resulrs will be presented in a summa? document and distributed to suitable 
panies. Finally, the appropriate groups, o r  perhaps one group, will  use the results to proceed with the 
remediation process. 
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Preliminary 
MSS Evaluation Matrix 

MSS No. Evaluation Date 
OU No. 

I 

Justification Score 
(1 through 5) Evaluation Factors 

Exposure 
Potential 

Current 
Environmental Quality 

Representativeness 
of Data 

Potential for 
Contaminant Migration 

A= I 0 

Environmental 
Impact 

Waste Generation 

Ease of 
Waste Disposal 

Implementability 
I 

Flexibility 

Technology 

Design/ 
Implementation Schedule 

Worker Safety 

Work Force 
I 1 

Achieves Final I 1 
Public and Agency 
Acceptability 

Other Factors 
I 

B= I 0 

Comments: 

Total Score = A x B = 0 




